Fresno General Plan and

Development Code Update

Results of the Citywide Telephone
Survey of Residents



Assess residents’ perceptions regarding satisfaction
with city services and identify what they like most and
least about living in Fresno

Evaluate residents’ priorities for funding and
transportation improvements

Determine residents’ ratings for local economic
opportunities and environmental quality

Assist in providing quantitative feedback on residents
priorities and preferences related to general planning
components.



We reached a representative cross-section of adult
respondents, with participation from a younger, lower
Income and diverse population.

 Quality of life, including environmental quality, may
be the most important factor, not jobs

« Agreement on conservation of resources is
Important, and neighborhood and downtown
revitalization is important

* Younger and newer residents happier than older,
long-time residents



400 Respondents to telephone survey
Calls Made: August 11 - 20, 2011
Average length: 14 minutes

Statistically representative sample by age, gender and
ethnicity based on Census 2010 data of Fresno’s adult
(18+) population

Survey offered and completed in English and Spanish as
well as with landline and mobile phones

Margin of error +/- 4.9% (95% confidence level)



Satisfaction with City Services

More than 7 out of 10 respondents indicated they were
satisfied with the job the City of Fresno is doing overall
to provide city services.
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dissatisfied
13.4%

Very
dissatisfied
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Very
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Like Most about Fresno (Open-ended)

Quality of life

Centrally located in California

Family and friends

Close to mountains

Rural & agricultural near urban center

Weather/ no earthquakes

Parks and recreational opportunities

It is not like a big city, more like a
small town

Shopping/ restaurants

Cost of living
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What to Improve in Fresno (Open-ended)

Improve police services & public safety

Improve the quality of the roads and
public infrastructure

Create jobs

Improve schools

Nothing needs improvement

Clean up the city/ get rid of graffiti

Fix the traffic problems

Improve downtown
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Fresno’s Goals for the Future

Promote reducing waste, conserving water,

. 48.0% +4‘o
and using renewable energy

Preserve agricultural land and open space
50.9% 5%

around Fresno
Focus on neighborhood revitalization

programs such as new landscaping or _ 45.9% 7.2% I

improving buildings...

Create walkable neighborhoods with homes,

apartments, stores and services close to one 28.2% 47.8% 9.9% |o.a<{|
another

Promote tourism and new entertainment 24.9% 50.2% 9.8%| 13.1% I

Buil k !
uild more parks as we as spor?s. a}nd 25.8% 43.1% S 7.5
recreation facilities
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Transportation Improvements (Tier 1)

Increase peoples transportation
options to shop, work, and play to
destinations without a car

Synchronize traffic signals

Have sidewalks along all local
streets, public and private

Expand services on bus rapid
transit lines along major street
corridors such as Blackstone and
Ventura Kings Canyon

Provide more trees and landscaping
along and between major streets
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Transportation Improvements (Tier 2)

Create more bike paths and
multi-use trails separated from
the street with landscaping

Create more bike lanes and on-
street parking

Widen major streets creating
more lanes that are narrower

Make major streets narrower
with fewer lanes that are wider
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Fresno’'s Funding Priorities (Tier 1)

Increasing police and fire

. 22.0%
protection °

Improving the City's
environmental and energy and 67.3% 24.8%
water conservation programs

Improving roads and traffic flow 63.6% 30.3%

1 1 1

Providing more youth activities
and facilities

61.3% 29.8% I

Revitalizing downtown and the
. . . 30.6%
inner city neighborhoods
Expanding senior programs 36.2% I
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Fresno’'s Funding Priorities (Tier 2)

Bm!dmg and malr!talnlng |.Ja.1r.'ks, 40.4% 8.5%
trails and recreational facilities
Expanding library services 35.5% 16.0% I
Expanding arts and cultural G 16.9% |
programs
Encouraging new housing to be
built in Fresno's central urban 37.2% 27.0%
communities
Investing resources to build public
spaces such as plazas and public 30.9%
squares
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Public Investing in Fresno’s Urban Centers

More than 2 out of 3 respondents indicated they supported the
City’ investing in public facilities or providing other
financial incentives to build housing in the urban centers.
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oppose
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Business Development in Fresno

Approximately 4 out of 5 respondents indicated it was very
Important that the City take an active role in promoting
business development and employment growth.

: Very Somewhat
Important important
79.4% 18.1%
Not at all
important
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Strategies for Business Development

Focus on supporting small businesses

24.0%
and entrepreneurs
Focus on retaining and expanding o
. . . 25.7%
existing businesses
Focus on recruiting big industry and o
I 34.8%
arge employers
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Development, Economy & Environment

How would you rate the quality and
design of new development in Fresno
over the last ten years?

How would you rate Fresno's
environmental qualities, like air and
noise quality?

How would you rate opportunities for
employment and doing business in
Fresno?
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Rating Fresno’s Development

Retail stores 44.4%

Public institutions such as City Hall and

. 1. . 40.5%
public libraries 0
Housing and residential development 38.0%
Industrial and larger business 35.3%
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Not surprisingly, increasing jobs and improving the
economy was a high priority with residents, but other
Issues specific to Fresno were also consistently important:

. Public safety and expanding police services

. Redeveloping and improving downtown and the urban
center

. Expanding natural resource conservation programs

and improving environmental quality

. Improving the quality of roads and expanding local
transportation options



Almost three quarters (73%) of residents were generally
satisfied with the job the City is doing to provide services.

This is about average or slightly below average for a larger
California City.

However residents generally gave lower ratings to:

. Fresno’s environmental qualities such as air and
noise quality - 39% rated it as poor or very poor.

. Doing business in Fresno and employment
opportunities - 37% rated it as poor or very poor.



Segments of Fresno’s adult population that were more
satisfied, than average, with the overall job the City was
doing, included:

. Newer residents to Fresno (0 to 4 years) 90% satisfied
. Younger adult residents (ages 18 to 24) 84% satisfied
. Upper middle class residents (annual income between

$75k and $150k) 82% satisfied

The most notable segment that was less satisfied, than
average, was middle aged residents (ages 45 to 54) - 68%
satisfied



Improving the environment in Fresno was a high priority
with most residents and 37% of respondents rated the
current environmental qualities (air and noise quality for
example) in Fresno as poor or very poor.

. These results were consistent with a 2011 statewide
survey (PPIC) that indicated 37% of Central Valley
residents indicated air pollution was a “Big problem”.

. In that study the only region that had a higher
percentage of residents indicate air pollution as a big
problem in their region was Los Angeles with 45%



Segments of Fresno’s adult population that were most likely
to rate Fresno’s environmental qualities as poor or very poor,
Included:

. Younger adult residents (ages 18 to 24) 46% indicated
POOr Or very poor

. Residents who identified themselves as white or
Caucasian, 49% indicated poor or very poor

. High income residents (annual income $100k+) 50%
Indicated poor or very poor



Respondents largely agreed that the City should play an
active role in promoting business development and
employment growth but showed considerably less
consensus on how they rated opportunities for employment
and doing business in Fresno.

Segments of the adult population more likely to rate business
opportunities and employment as poor or very poor included:

. High income residents (annual income $100k+), 42%
Indicated poor or very poor

. Low income residents (annual income $25k -), 41%
Indicated poor or very poor

. Middle age residents (ages 45 to 54), 42% indicated
POOr or very poor



The segments of the adult population that were least likely to
rate employment and business opportunities as poor or very
poor included:

. Residents who identified themselves as Asian, 21%
Indicated poor or very poor

. Younger adult residents (ages 18 to 34), 30%
Indicated poor or very poor

. Middle income residents (annual income $50k to
$75Kk), 32% indicated poor or very poor
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